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Knutson, Richardson and Smith 
IMPACT OF FARM WkICIES ON AGRICULTURE, FARM STRUCTURE, AND 
RURAL CMUNITIES 
Ronald D. Knutson, James W. Richardson, and Edward 6. 
Smith 
Agricultural and Food Policy Center, Texas M H  University 
ABSTRACT This paper discusses the economic, 
technological, and political factors affecting farm and 
rural community structure. It concludes that the 
economic and technological pressures leading to a more 
concentrated commercial agriculture are strong and 
political choices to the contrary will likely fail. 
This conclusion implies an increased need for pragmatic 
transition policies. 
Introduction 
Conditions of financial stress, an expected increase in 
the rate of technological change, and reduced government 
involvement in agriculture suggest an acceleration of the 
trend toward fewer but larger farms. The effects of this 
trend on rural communities have received little attention. 
In fact, rural development policy has taken a back seat to 
urban problems at both state and federal levels. 
This article reviews recent studies related to farm 
policy and farm structure and draws inferences as to the 
impacts on the future of rural conunities. 
Factors affecting f a m  structure 
Despite extensive study, there remains considerable 
debate over the relative importance of the factors affecting 
the structure of agriculture. It is critical, therefore, 
that these factors be isolated and their relative importance 
determined before prescribing policy changes affecting 
structure. The Office of Technological Assessment (OTA) 
(1986) study, as well as other studies by Smith (Richardson 
and Smith 1985a, 1985b; Smith et al. 1984, 1985) and by 
Tweeten (1984a) make a substantial contribution to isolating 
the factors affecting structure. These factors include 
technological change, economies of size (technical and 
pecuniary), income tax provisions, off-farm income, national 
economic growth, market conditions, and agricultural 
policies. These factors are sufficiently complex that only 
a brief summary statement can be made on each. 
Technological change 
Cochran (1958) identified technological change as one of 
the primary forces affecting agriculture. His agricultural 
treadmill is driven by the forces of technological change 
The treadmill indicates that the initial adopters of new 
-------------- 
I Techmical Article TA-21617 of the Texas Agricultural 
Experiment Station. 
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technology are the first to receive benefits in terms of 
lower costs and greater profit margins. Lower costs expand 
output and drive down prices over time as more and more 
producers adopt the technology. Those farmers who fail to 
adopt must either accept a lower return to labor and capital 
or be driven out of business as market prices and their 
profit margins fall. Farmers who are first to adopt are 
generally larger, and are certainly the most progressive. 
In as much as technology affects structure, policies 
regarding technological change likewise affect structure. 
Although often expressed to the contrary, agricultural 
research and extension are not structurally neutral. The 
problem does not lie as much n h the research or extension 
programs themselves as with advantages provided to adopters. 
Large farms, through specialization of labor, can devote 
more time to management, marketing, and planning, and less 
time to the physical operations of the farm (Smith 1982). 
In addition, large farms have more resources at their 
disposal to effectively adopt new technologies. Large-scale 
farmers are more likely to have access to research results 
because they take time to get to know the researchers and 
attend the more advanced extension meetings. As the 
agricultural research establishment continues to produce and 
farmers continue to adopt more complex biological and 
information technologies, problems of research and extension 
bias will be accentuated. 
Some may suggest that the solution to the problem is 
simply to slow the rate of technological advance. Such a 
strategy, however, would seriously undermine the 
international competitive position of U.S. farmers at a time 
when they can least afford it. Abandonment of international 
competitiveness would lead to a significant reduction in our 
agricultural capacity, and as much as a 40 to 50 percent 
reduction in acreage (Knutson et al. 1987), which would have 
an adverse effect on rural communities. 
Economies of s i z e  
A long-standing debate over the magnitude of economies 
of size in agriculture finally appears to be reaching a 
consensus. Large scale farms generally have lower costs of 
production, particularly when pecuniary economies associated 
with input purchases and marketing are considered. Smith 
(1982) found technical economies extending to farms over 
3,000 acres in the Texas High Plains. In addition, the 
larger scale farms were able to buy inputs 5 to 20 percent 
cheaper and sell their cotton for 4 percent more than 
smaller farms in the area. Cooke (1986) subsequently found 
substantial technical economies for corn and wheat farmers 
in the Midwest and Great Plains, but did not study the 
extent of pecuniary economies. National costs of production 
now show that large farms have a definite cost advantage 
over middle-size and small farms (Tweeten 1984b). 
Buxton (1986) has determined that significant economies 
of size in dairy farms are fully captured by dairy herds of 
1,000 cows or more. The combined effect of economies of 
size and anticipated technological change in the dairy 
industry have been projected to offer formidable competition 
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for middle-size dairies located primarily in the Upper 
Midwest and the Northeast (OTA 1986). 
The growing number of studies on economies of size 
support early work by Krause and Kyle (1971) and by Krenz et 
al. (1974). Most all economies of size research shows there 
is an economic incentive for farms to get larger. To stop 
this progression to larger farms would result in higher food 
and fiber prices domestically and would make U.S. farmers 
less competitive in the international markets. On the other 
hand, larger farms tend to purchase inputs from outside the 
local market, and thus an agricultural economy made up of 
only large farms would mean the demise of many rural 
communities. 
Tax policies 
There is general agreement that federal income tax 
provisions that reduce taxable income (interest deduction, 
depreciation, accelerated cost recovery, capital gains 
preference, cash accounting, and first year depreciation) or 
reduce income tax liabilities (investment tax and other 
credits) offer the incentive for farm growth and generally 
benefit larger scale farms (Boehlje and Harl 1978; Carman 
1972; Dahl 1975; Davenport et al. 1982; Eginton 1980; Raup 
1978; Richardson et a1 1982; Sissons 1979a; Skees 1983; 
Stanton). Research by Davenport et al. (1982) and by Nixon 
and Richardson (1985, 1987) has also shown that income tax 
deductions and credits grow faster than gross receipts for 
large-scale, mechanized farms. This is due in part to the 
greater investment in depreciable assets (machinery) on 
large farms relative to small and middle-size operations. 
Carman (1972) found that reducing federal income tax 
rates from their 1962 levels to their 1972 levels resulted 
in doubling the optimal size of farms for some regions of 
California. Federal income tax changes initiated by the 
Reagan Administration, starting in 1981, have provided 
incentives for large farms to grow faster than smaller farms 
(Richardson et al. 1982; Richard and Nixon 1984). The 1985 
proposed income tax change (Treasury 11) and the 1985 Tax 
Reform Act provided greater growth incentives for large crop 
farms than for small crop farms (Nixon and Richardson 1985, 
1987). 
~ardner (1978) and Batte and Sonka (1985) have argued 
that the progressive nature of income taxes offsets some, if 
not all, of the benefits to large-scale operators. If this 
was true in the past, it probably will not be true in the 
future. Since 1981, the Reagan Administration has changed 
federal income taxes five times, reducing the maximum income 
tax rate from 70 percent to about 32 percent. This reduced 
maximum tax rate probably will not offset the economic 
incentives for future growth in crop and livestock farming 
operations. 
Off-farm income 
Availability of off-farm income has a significant effect 
on farm structure. For small-scale farming operations, 
off-farm employment provides income to underemployed family 
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l abo r  resources and needed cash t o  keep t he  fa rm ing  
opera t ion  so lven t .  Smal l -sca le Southern High P l a i ns  farms 
a re  ab le  t o  remain so l ven t  desp i t e  t h e i r  h i gh  cos ts  o f  
p roduc t ion  because o f  s u b s t a n t i a l  o f f - f a rm  income (Smi th 
1982). These pa r t - t ime  farmers would be unable t o  remain on 
t he  farm i f  they were unable t o  f i n d  s u i t a b l e  o f f - f a rm  
employment. The l e v e l  o f  o f f - f a rm  income f o r  these farmers 
was no t  gene ra l l y  s u f f i c i e n t  t o  encourage farm growth. 
M idd le -s ize  farms on t he  Southern High P l a i ns  had much lower 
o f f - fa rm incomes because t he  opera to r  was f u l l y  employed on 
the  farm. The l o ss  o f  o f f - f a rm  income i s  p a r t i a l l y  o f f s e t  
by lower costs  o f  p roduc t ion ,  so these producers a re  
dependent on the  market p lace  f o r  t h e i r  s u r v i v a l .  I f  t he  
l e v e l  o f  non-farm income f o r  m idd le -s ize  farms increases,  
t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  su r v i ve  and grow by a cqu i r i n g  land i s  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  increased (Kn igh t  and Richardson 1985; Smith 
1982). S im i l a r  f i n d i n g s  a re  repor ted  by Smith (1982) f o r  
l a r ge - sca l e  farms i n  t he  Southern High P l a i ns  o f  Texas. 
These s tud ies  suggest t h a t  o f f - f a rm  income a f f e c t s  
s t r u c t u r e  i n  two ways. F i r s t ,  i t  makes sma l l - sca le  farmers 
more r e s i l i e n t  t o  changes i n  p r i c e s  and market cond i t i ons .  
Second, o f f - f a rm  income can p rov i de  r i s k  c a p i t a l  which 
m idd le -s ize  and l a rge - sca l e  farm opera t ions  can use t o  
acqu i re  more land  and machinery. 
Na t iona l  economic growth 
Wage r a t e s  f o r  farm l abo r  a re  determined i n  the  n a t i o na l  
l abo r  market which i s  d r i ven ,  n o t  by a g r i c u l t u r e ,  b u t  by t he  
na t i ona l  economy. Real increases i n  wage r a t e s  caused by 
growth i n  the  n a t i o na l  economy encourage farmers more 
r a p i d l y  t o  adopt labor -sav ing  inpu ts ,  e.g., machinery, 
i n sec t i c i des ,  and f e r t i l i z e r .  These labor -sav ing  i npu t s  
enable farm opera to rs  t o  farm l a r g e r  and l a r g e r  u n i t s ,  thus 
hastening t he  p rogress ion  t o  fewer bu t  l a r g e r  farms. Th is  
r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  n o t  new and was mentioned by Heady (1962). 
Market cond i t i ons  
Both t he  l e v e l  o f  market p r i c e s  and t h e i r  v a r i a b i l i t y  
a f f e c t  the  r a t e  a t  which d i f f e r e n t  s i z e  farms grow. Higher 
market p r i c e s  increase t he  i n t e r n a l  c a p i t a l  a v a i l a b l e  t o  
acqu i re  machinery and cropland. Smith (1982) observed 
l a r g e r  sca le  farms i n  the  Southern High P l a i ns  s e l l i n g  t h e i r  
commodities a t  a premium and thus ga i n i ng  more from h igher  
p r i c e s  than smal l  and midd le -s ize  farms. 
I t has long  been he l d  t h a t  l a r ge - sca l e  farms a re  b e t t e r  
ab l e  t o  manage r i s k  than small  and midd le -s ize  farms 
(Tweeten 1984a). I f  t h i s  i s  t r ue ,  t he  increased p r i c e  
v a r i a b i l i t y  experienced i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  s ince  1973 has 
acce le ra ted  the move t o  fewer bu t  l a r g e r  farms. Th is  
hypotheses has been t es t ed  by Du f f y  e t  a l .  (1986). They 
have shown t h a t  inc reas ing  p r i c e  v a r i a b i l i t y ,  i n  t he  
presence o f  cu r r en t  farm programs, acce le ra tes  t h e  r a t e  o f  
growth f o r  crop farms. When p r i c e  v a r i a b i l i t y  i s  reduced, 
t h e  r a t e  o f  growth f o r  a l l  s i z e  farms decreases. 
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Farm pol ic ies  
Economists do not agree as t o  the e f fec t s  of farm policy 
on the s t ructure  of agr icul ture .  Spitze e t  a l .  (1980) 
argues t h a t  farm programs have not affected the s i z e  or the 
number of farms in the aggregate. Tweeten (1984a, p. 33) ,  
however, concludes tha t  t h i s  i s  "not necessari ly true fo r  
farms producing commodities covered by farm programs." He 
points out tha t  while cer ta in  farm program provisions 
discourage farm growth (e.g., acreage s e t  as ides ,  
al lotments,  payment l imi t s ,  and quotas) ,  other provisions 
encourage farm growth by s t ab i l i z ing  and increasing farmers' 
incomes (e.g., pr ice  supports, t a rge t  pr ices ,  d i sas t e r  
payments, and export enhancements). This l a t t e r  view i s  
supported by Gardner (1978) and Stanton (1978). 
Several f irm-level ,  policy analyses over the past 5 
years suggest t h a t  farm programs provide income necessary 
f o r  growth of middle-size and large-scale farms (Smith 1982; 
Richardson and Smith 1985a, 1985b; OTA 1986). Middle-size 
farms a re  more dependent upon farm programs fo r  t h e i r  
survival and growth than are  e i the r  large-scale or small 
farms. In the  absence of farm programs, middle-size farms 
in Texas, Mississippi,  Nebraska, and I l l i no i s  would decline 
in number while large-scale farms would continue to  grow and 
prosper. An update of these s tud ies ,  under a l t e rna t ive  farm 
programs, recently showed t h i s  re la t ionship  s t i l l  holds fo r  
wheat and cotton farmers (Knutson e t  a l .  1987). The primary 
reason fo r  t h i s  r e su l t  i s  t ha t  middle-size farms a re  more 
vulnerable to  r i sk  and they operate with a narrower p r o f i t  
margin than larger  sca le  farms. Smaller sca le  farms a re  
l e s s  dependent than middle-size farms on government programs 
fo r  t h e i r  survival because of higher levels  of off-farm 
income. 
Factors af fec t ing ru ra l  carmunity s t r u c t u r e  
Factors af fec t ing rural  community s t ruc tu re  have 
received considerably l e s s  a t t en t ion  than those af fec t ing 
farm s t ructure .  This section emphasizes those f ac to r s  t h a t  
influence the number, s i z e ,  and v i ab i l i t y  of rura l  
communities: proximity t o  urban centers ,  economies of s i z e ,  
and the s t ruc tu re  of agr icul ture .  
Proximity t o  urban centers  
Schultz (1953) observed t h a t  one of the important 
fac tors  influencing the prosperi ty of agr icul ture  and rura l  
communities was t h e i r  proximity t o  urban-industrial centers 
of economic development. The prosperi ty of agr icul ture  i s  
influenced because production i s  c loser  t o  markets, land 
values are  l e s s  determined by agr icul ture ,  and off-farm 
employment i s  eas i e r  to  secure during periods of excess 
capacity . 
Because of t h i s  influence,  i t  i s  not surprising t h a t  the 
counties and c i t i e s  experiencing declines in farm population 
a re  the ones t h a t  are  more remote from urban centers 
(Murdock and Hwang 1985). Financial s t r e s s  in East Texas i s  
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n o t  as g rea t  as i t  i s  i n  West Texas (Murdock e t  a l .  1985). 
I n  the Upper Midwest, t he  most severe f i n a n c i a l  s t r e s s  would 
be expected t o  be i n  r u r a l  areas remote from l a r g e r  
popu la t i on  cen te rs  such as Chicago. 
Economies o f  r u r a l  comnunity and business s i z e  
L i k e  a g r i c u l t u r e ,  businesses and r u r a l  communities 
exper ience subs tan t i a l  economies o f  s i ze .  The op t ima l  s i z e  
o f  business has increased markedly over  t ime. Th is  inc rease  
has been associated w i t h  t he  g rea te r  comp lex i t y  o f  
p roduc t ion  and market ing processes as w e l l  as w i t h  t h e  h i gh  
f i x e d  costs  invo lved  i n  runn ing  a business. More complex 
business opera t ions  r e q u i r e  g rea te r  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  and thus 
necess i t a t e  a  l a r g e r  sca le  opera t ion .  
Much the  same phenomena con f ron ts  r u r a l  c om u n i t i e s  
a t tempt ing  t o  su r v i ve  and ad j us t  t o  change. A community 
w ish ing  t o  grow requ i r es  l a r g e  investments i n  i t s  
i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  i n  order  t o  a t t r a c t  new businesses and 
employment oppo r t un i t i e s .  I n  add i t i on ,  r u r a l  c o r n un i t i e s  
must ma in t a i n  t h e i r  e x i s t i n g  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e .  The problems 
a r e  compl icated by t he  con t inuous ly  i n c reas i ng  demands o f  
r u r a l  r es i den t s  f o r  h igher  l e v e l s  o f  bus iness and government 
serv ices.  Rural r es i den t s  demand t he  same l e v e l  o f  medical 
se rv ices  and the same v a r i e t y  o f  business serv ices  they  can 
ob ta i n  i n  t he  b igger  c i t y .  I f  t hey  cannot o b t a i n  those 
serv ices  l o c a l l y ,  they w i l l  commute t o  b igger  c i t i e s  f o r  
them. The ever inc reas ing  m o b i l i t y  o f  t he  popu la t ion ,  
coup1 ed w i t h  improv ing i n f o rma t i on  and t r a n spo r t a t i o n  
systems, has l e d  t o  a cont inued expansion o f  urban market 
areas and increased compet i t i on  f o r  businessmen i n  r u r a l  
communities. These t rends  a re  n o t  l i k e l y  t o  abate, and 
r u r a l  communities w i l l  con t inue  t o  f e e l  t h e  pressure. 
Farm s t r u c t u r e  
The s t r u c t u r e  o f  farming has an impor tan t ,  b u t  n o t  
necessa r i l y  dec is i ve ,  impact on the  s t r u c t u r e ,  wel l -be ing,  
and s u r v i v a l  o f  r u r a l  c omun i t i e s .  I t stands t o  reason t h a t  
as the  number o f  farms dec l ines ,  ho l d i ng  nonfarm 
i n -m ig ra t i on  constant ,  t h e  r u r a l  popu la t i on  w i l l  l i k ew i s e  
dec l ine .  Wi th a sma l le r  number o f  people i n  r u r a l  areas, 
t h e  amount o f  economic a c t i v i t y  i n  r u r a l  c o r n un i t i e s  w i l l  
l i k ew i s e  dec l i ne .  
S im i l a r  e f f e c t s  might  be a n t i c i p a t e d  f rom a  r educ t i on  i n  
farm p r i c e s  and income. I n  numerous cases, extended per iods  
o f  low farm incomes have created s ub s t a n t i a l  economic s t r ess  
i n  r u r a l  communities, as farmers i n  t h e  surrounding area 
reduce t h e i r  l e v e l  o f  i n p u t  use and p roduc t ion  i n  response 
t o  lower crop and l i v e s t o c k  p r i ces .  The l o s s  o f  economic 
a c t i v i t y  i n  r u r a l  communities, i n  t u rn ,  th rea tens  t he  
economic v i a b i l i t y  o f  sma l l - sca le  farmers because t hey  
depend more h ea v i l y  on o f f - f a rm  income than midd le -s ize  and 
la rge-sca l  e farms. 
Long-term con t i nua t i on  o f  t he  pressures toward fewer b u t  
l a r g e r  farms, combined w i t h  r a p i d  t echno log i ca l  change, 
cou ld  lead t o  a h i g h l y  i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  farm s t r uc t u re ,  
comparable t o  t h a t  i n  Ca l i f o r n i a ,  F l o r i da ,  and p a r t s  of 
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Texas. Soc i o l og i ca l  s t ud i es  o f  economic cond i t i ons  and the  
q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e ,  e.g., Goldschmidt 's  (1944) ana l ys i s  o f  
A r v i n  and Dinuba, have l e d  t o  t he  conc lus ion  t h a t  
i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  a g r i c u l t u r e  i s  associated w i t h  increased 
r u r a l  pover ty ,  substandard l i v i n g  cond i t i ons ,  and a 
breakdown o f  s o c i a l  l i nkages  needed t o  so l ve  r u r a l  problems. 
The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between i nc reas i ng  concen t r a t i on  o f  
farming and community we l f a r e  i s  n o t  necessa r i l y  l i n e a r  as 
Goldschmidt (1944) repor ted .  More r e c en t l y ,  t he  OTA (1986, 
p. 221-227) s tudy concluded the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  may i n  f a c t  be 
an i n v e r t e d  U shape. Community we l f a re  increases i n i t i a l l y  
as concen t r a t i on  increases b u t  begins t o  d e c l i n e  as 
a g r i c u l t u r e  progresses toward an i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  s t r uc t u re .  
Th is  hypo thes is  was based l a r g e l y  on t he  i n a b i l i t y  t o  
con f i rm  the  Goldschmidt (1944) l i n e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  
hypo thes is  i n  reg ions  o f  t he  coun t r y  o t he r  than C a l i f o r n i a ,  
Texas, and F l o r i da .  
One o f  t he  f a c t o r s  t h a t  may make t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p  
between community we l f a r e  and s t r u c t u r e  cons iderab ly  more 
complex i s  the  degree o f  dependence on u n s k i l l e d  h i r e d  
labor .  Ag r i c u l t u r e  i n  Ca l i f o r n i a ,  South Texas, and F l o r i d a  
i s  h i g h l y  dependent on u n s k i l l e d  l abo r .  The l a bo r  market i n  
these reg ions ,  however, i s  compl icated by an abundance o f  
u n s k i l l e d  l abo r  f l ow ing  from Mexico and South American 
coun t r ies .  This  l a bo r  oversupply  s i t u a t i o n  i s  aggravated by 
t h e  cont inuous adopt ion o f  technology t h a t  dispTaces 
u n s k i l l e d  labor .  These cond i t i ons  a re  markedly  d i f f e r e n t  
from most o t he r  a g r i c u l t u r a l  reg ions  o f  t h e  country .  
Improvements i n  community we l f a re  associated w i t h  
r educ t i ons  i n  farm numbers i n  o t he r  r eg i ons  may have been 
t h e  r e s u l t  o f  increased i n t e r n a t i o n a l  compet i t iveness d u r i n g  
the  1970s. A d i f f e r e n t  conc lus ion  migh t  be reached i n  t h e  
1980s, which have been cha rac te r i zed  by d e c l i n i n g  farm 
incomes and numbers. Th is  i s  n o t  t o  argue t h a t  farm 
s t r u c t u r e  has no e f f e c t  on t he  we l f a re  o f  r u r a l  communities, 
b u t  r a t h e r  t o  suggest t h a t  many f a c t o r s  i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t he  
t r end  toward i n d u s t r i a l  i z a t i o n  o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  p l a y  an 
impor tan t  r o l  e. 
Pol i c y  imp1 i c a t i o n s  
There i s  l i t t l e  evidence t o  suppor t  t he  n o t i o n  t h a t  
t r a d i t i o n a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  programs, which suppor t  fa rm p r i c e s  
and incomes, r e s u l t  i n  fewer b u t  l a r g e r  farms. I f  anyth ing,  
a d e c i s i v e  move toward l e ss  government involvement  i n  
a g r i c u l t u r e  would 1 i k e l y  acce l e ra t e  t he  r a t e  o f  
concen t r a t i on  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e .  M idd le -s ize  farms a r e  l e s s  
a b l e  t o  w i ths tand  and c on t r o l  t h e  r i s k  i n vo l ved  i n  
a g r i c u l t u r e .  The bes t  p r e s c r i p t i o n  f o r  an i n d u s t r i a l  
a g r i c u l t u r e  would be a  con t i nua t i on  o f  c u r r e n t  f ede ra l  
income t ax  i n cen t i ves  f o r  i n v e s t i n g  i n  a g r i c u l t u r e  combined 
w i t h  a r a p i d  de-esca la t ion  o f  t he  l e v e l  o f  government p r i c e  
and income support.  
The s t r u c t u r e  o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  cannot be f rozen,  as some 
have suggested. Economic and techno1 og i ca l  pressures f o r  
change a re  s imp ly  t o o  s t rong.  Th is  r e a l i t y  can bes t  be seen 
i n  tobacco, sugar, and peanut farming where U.S. p r oduc t i on  
has become so i n e f f i c i e n t  t h a t  i t i s  imposs ib le  t o  compete 
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i n  t he  wor ld  market. Deregu la t ion  o f  these i n d u s t r i e s  would 
r e s u l t  i n  a marked s h i f t  i n  p roduc t i on  l o c a t i o n  even w i t h i n  
t he  Uni ted States. L ikewise,  t h e  d a i r y  program has 
mainta ined an an t iqua ted  system o f  p r i c e  suppor ts  and 
market ing orders d i s t o r t i n g  bo th  t o t a l  and r eg i ona l  pa t t e rns  
o f  product ion.  Implementing s i m i l a r  p roduc t i on  c on t r o l  o r  
p r i c e  enhancement programs f o r  o t he r  commodities i n  an 
e f f o r t  t o  r e s t r i c t  s t r u c t u r a l  change would c rea te  s im i l a r  
problems, and over t ime would inc rease  t h e  domestic p r i c e s  o f  
food and f i b e r .  P o l i c i e s  t h a t  s t i f l e  compet i t iveness w i l l  
he coun te rp roduc t i ve  i n  terms o f  he l p i ng  r u r a l  c o r n un i t i e s  
cope w i t h  low farm incomes and s t r u c t u r a l  change. 
Th i s  i s  n o t  t o  argue t h a t  c u r r e n t  programs a r e  pe r f ec t .  
Income suppor t  l e v e l s  ( t a r g e t  p r i c e s )  have i n s u l a t e d  
producers f rom s i gna l s  regard ing  t he  ac tua l  l e v e l  o f  demand 
f o r  t h e i r  products .  Increased emphasis needs t o  be p laced 
on technology c r e a t i o n  and t r a n s f e r  t o  m idd le -s ize  farms, so 
they can ma in ta in  t h e i r  compet i t iveness i n  domestic and 
wor ld  markets. 
Wi th regard  t o  r u r a l  community development p o l i c y ,  t he  
bas ic  problem i s  t h a t  t h e r e  has been very l i t t l e .  
L eg i s l a t i o n  has been enacted b u t  inadequate1 y funded. 
I n s u f f i c i e n t  emphasis has been placed on f e a s i b i l i t y  
ana l ys i s  and s k i l l s  t r a i n i n g .  The 1985 farm b i l l  can e a s i l y  
be charac te r i zed  as a t r a n s i t i o n  b i l l  o f f e r i n g  producers a 
chance t o  g e t  ou t  o f  a g r i c u l t u r e  as government involvement  
i s  reduced. Yet, t h e r e  was l i t t l e  a t t e n t i o n  g iven  t o  
r e t r a i n i n g  and r e l o c a t i o n  o f  t h e  d isp laced  farmers. The 
conserva t ion  reserve  p rov i s i ons  cou ld  e a s i l y  have been 
changed t o  an emphasis on t r a n s f e r r i n g  land  and human 
resources ou t  o f  a g r i c u l t u r e .  Such po l  i c y  c h a n g e p e q u i r e  
t h a t  farmers, farm o rgan iza t ions ,  r u r a l  comnunity i n t e r e s t  
groups, and p o l i t i c i a n s  face  up t o  t he  r e a l i t y  o f  what i s  
happening and the  i m p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p reven t i ng  change. The 
t ime has come f o r  p ragmat ic  t r a n s i t i o n  p o l i c i e s .  
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